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Abstract 
 
The links between self-efficacy, social support, and academic achievement are well supported in 
the literature. The number of people, and the perceived satisfaction with the support they offer, 
is positively correlated with academic achievement, as it reduces stress and influences an 
individual’s choice of coping mechanism. Self-efficacy influences grades by establishing positive 
behavioural patterns that result in individuals exerting more effort on a given task among other 
things. And, with increasing emphasis being placed on individual academic achievement, any and 
all potential aids must be considered in an attempt to attain good marks. The relationship 
between social support, self-efficacy, and academic achievement is understudied in Australia. It 
was theorised that individuals with higher levels of these two factors would do better in an end 
of semester exam. Participants were drawn from the 1st year psychology cohort at Adelaide 
university and completed measures measuring demographic factors as well as the measures 
measuring social support, self-efficacy, and control variables. Results from correlational analyses 
comparing variables and exam marks were all non-significant, except for intelligence. Possible 
reasons for these results are discussed, as well as future directions for research in this area. 
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Introduction 
 
The importance of academic performance in modern society, regardless of culture, cannot be 
understated. Early education has become increasingly significant as the early years of a child’s 
education have been found to shape attitudes towards learning and the ability to socialise for 
later school years and life (OECD 1996, pp. 113–114). The importance of academic 
performance extends into adulthood with individuals being given more opportunities to gain 
entrance to university than ever before. Individuals who may have failed to gain entry to 
university from high school due to poor grades are now able to enter via alternate pathways 
within Australia; namely the Foundation course, and the Special Tertiary Admissions Test 
(STAT). The ever-expanding desire for individuals to have formal education in their respective 
fields has, by proxy, placed even greater weight on achieving academically. The consequences of 
this are both positive and negative in their nature, with university graduates now on average 
being more qualified than those 10 years ago (Australian Bureau of Statistics [ABS], 2017). This 
improvement, however, has come at the cost of students’ mental health and wellbeing, with 
students having significantly higher levels of mental health problems than the general population 
(Stallman, 2010). The same study also found that increases in psychological distress were 
significantly correlated with decreases in academic performance. 
 This makes the stress associated with being a university student a closed cycle in that, 
higher stress leads to worse performance, and that worse performance leads to higher stress 
levels (Stallman, 2010). The need then for both reducing and preventing stress, is paramount to 
helping improve academic performance. Social support is known to alleviate an individual’s 
stress, and is thought to also increase academic performance; having good self-efficacy is known 
to increase an individual’s academic performance and is also thought to reduce stress (Bandura, 
1977b; Yang, 2004). This leads to the current project, to assess whether higher levels of social 
support and self-efficacy correlate with better academic performance. 
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1.1 Social Support 
Social support is generally defined as the existence, or availability, of people on whom we can 
rely, people who let us know they care for, value, and love us (I. G. Sarason, 1980). Social 
support has long been theorised to increase academic performance; however, it has not been 
fully understood why. It has been hypothesised that social support benefits individuals as a 
preventative measure, preventing emotional arousal from reaching the point at which it becomes 
detrimental (Li, Han, Wang, Sun, & Cheng, 2018; Rueger, Malecki, Pyun, Aycock, & Coyle, 
2016). This allows students to avoid burnout and other negative effects associated with high 
stress levels, which in turn lead to poorer academic performance (Yang, 2004). A U.S. 
longitudinal study found that perceived social support was a significant independent predictor of 
a student’s academic achievement (DeBerard, Spielmans, & Julka, 2004). Much like the studies 
mentioned above, the authors believe that social support acted as an insulating buffer, 
preventing stress from having a negative effect on academic performance. The same study also 
theorised that, unlike other avoidance coping methods that were related to academic 
achievement like smoking or drinking, social support allowed individuals to tackle stressors head 
on (DeBerard et al., 2004). By enabling individuals to effectively remove stressors from their 
minds, social support, as a result, encourages better academic performance.  
 Social support has also been theorised to act in a less preventative manner than 
previously mentioned. Research has shown that high levels of social support are associated with 
better perceived sense of security, and can also foster a stronger feeling of competence (B. R. 
Sarason, Pierce, & Sarason, 1990). These benefits are thought to allow an individual to engage 
and complete intellectual tasks more efficiently than without them, resulting in better academic 
performance as a result. One study found that learning communities enhanced students 
individual learning, quality of learning, and was perceived as enriched compared to standard 
classes (Tinto, 2000). As the students learned more and engaged more socially, they persisted 
with their studies at a considerably higher rate than students enrolled in the traditional 
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curriculum (Tinto, 2000). As a result of this persistence they achieved better academically than 
the traditional curriculum students.  
Social support networks also extend into the university faculty. Students studying in a 
Foundation Course who perceived that their tutors cared about them, personalised with them, 
and were available for consultations, performed better as a result of the support offered (Peel, 
2000). The practical implications from a 2018 study state directly that students who are 
struggling academically should be offered enhanced social support, either from peers, or from 
university staff, in the form of comfort, guidance, and advice, as a way to improve their 
emotional state, and academic performance (Li et al., 2018). 
  
1.2 Self-Efficacy 
Bandura (Bandura, 1977a) first defined self-efficacy as ‘‘people’s judgment of their capabilities to 
organize and execute courses of action required to attain designated types of performances.” In 
the last 30 years the relationship between self-efficacy and academic performance has become 
one of significant interest, the research of which is assertive of the fact that self-efficacy has a 
strong effect on academic performance (Multon, Brown, & Lent, 1991; Yang, 2004). Multon et al 
found an effect size of 0.38 when looking at the effect self-efficacy beliefs have on performance; 
across the studies analysed in the meta-analysis they estimated that approximately 14% of the 
variance in performance was due to self-efficacy beliefs (Multon et al., 1991).  
 One of the reasons for this effect is that once an individual’s perceived self-efficacy 
towards a task has been established, it is predictive of certain behavioural actions, such as the 
effort an individual will exert on the given task (Chemers, Hu, & Garcia, 2001; Yang, 2004). 
When individuals enter university with a strong belief in their abilities they perform significantly 
better than students with lower confidence in their abilities, students who expect academic 
success as a result of their work also had better performance than those students who did not 
expect academic success (Chemers et al., 2001). 
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 Aside from this, Bandura noted 3 key areas in which self-efficacy affected academic 
performance (Bandura, 1977a): The first was that of choice behaviour. Individuals are more 
likely to choose tasks in areas they feel confident and capable in, while avoiding tasks in areas 
they do not. Students are more likely to study and engage with course material over other, 
possibly, distracting choices when they feel confident in their abilities. This increased 
engagement could lead to higher grades. 
 The second area relates to effort expenditure and persistence. Studying hard for 
coursework and exams is often difficult, and requires higher than normal effort and persistence.  
If any unexpected difficulties are encountered while studying, such as complex and abstract 
concepts, or understanding statistical analyses, students will have to work harder than normal to 
overcome them. Bandura theorised that individuals with a higher sense of self-efficacy would 
work harder, and persist more against obstacles preventing them from reaching their goals 
(Bandura, 1977a). Students then attain better grades as a result of their increased effort and 
persistence. 
 The third area of self-efficacy of interest relates to an individual’s thought patterns. An 
individual’s self-efficacy directly effects the amount of stress they feel when engaging with 
difficult and challenging tasks, and also relates to the sense of achievement they feel at having 
successfully completed the task at hand (Yang, 2004). Higher self-efficacy individuals are more 
likely to set more challenging and rewarding goals, while the level of commitment to achieving 
those goals is also heightened (Locke, Frederick, Lee, & Bobko, 1984). Higher self-efficacy 
students are more likely to set goals of higher academic achievement, and more likely to 
complete the task with less stress, which in turn would lead to higher grades overall.  
  
1.3 Differences Between Methods of Entry to University 
Within Australia there are multiple methods of gaining entry to university. The most popular 
method is via the individuals Australian Tertiary Admissions Rank (ATAR), this is attained by 
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completing high school and acquiring 90 credits of recognised study, these students account for 
approximately 26% of entries to university (O’connell, 2018). 
 The next method is the STAT test, it is a 2 hour long multiple-choice aptitude test in 
which participants are ranked against other individuals who are taking the test, and have taken the 
test. The score gained from sitting the STAT allows students to apply to a range of university 
courses. 
 The final method considered here is the Foundation Course; This course involves 
potential students studying for 40 weeks (University of Adelaide, other universities may differ). 
During their time studying, they will work with tutors and their peers to build a strong academic 
base. This academic base includes courses on academic writing, science subjects, critical thinking 
and more. The Foundation Course was originally developed to help students in rural areas who 
would normally be considered “at risk” to negotiate both entrance, and success, at university (Levy 
& Murray, 2005). Levy and Murray’s paper claimed that the course was a success with over three 
quarters of students being offered positions at Monash University. 
Despite the fact that the aforementioned methods of gaining access to university have co-
existed, in one form or another, for over 15 years, there has been little research into the potential 
differences in academic achievement between groups. A 2004 Taiwanese study found that method 
of entrance to university had a major effect on students’ academic performance (Yang, 2004). 
Research also shows a relationship between students with higher Grade Point Averages (GPA) 
and better academic performance (Sladek, Bond, Frost, & Prior, 2016).  
However, Levy and Murray (2005) found that students who gained access through the 
Foundation Course performed similarly with those students who entered through the mainstream. 
This is thought to be due to two main factors, academic preparedness, and social support. 
Social support and self-efficacy between these groups is thought to vary, which would be 
reflected in the different groups’ academic performance. Students who enter university from high 
school with higher ATARs tend to have studied more academically rigorous subjects such as 
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science, maths, and economics. This is owing to the nature of the Australian high school system 
where STEM subjects are “weighted” more heavily, meaning that an average grade in maths would 
contribute a higher score to a student’s ATAR than an above average grade in the arts. It is inferred 
that these more academically rigorous subjects better prepare students for the highly academic and 
competitive nature of university, regardless of the subject matter (Tchen, Carter, Gibbons, & 
McLaughlin, 2001). A 2001 study concluded that Equivalent National Tertiary Entrance Rank 
(ENTER) scores only predicted a maximum of 39% of a student’s first year academic 
performance, however, predicative ability increased to 51% when students’ self-efficacy was 
factored into the analysis (McKenzie & Schweitzer, 2001). In the area of university academia, self-
efficacy can be assessed by measuring an individual’s academic preparedness on a self-report 
measure (Jansen & van der Meer, 2012). 
When looking at social support, Yang’s 2004 study found that after method of entrance, 
the second biggest factor explaining variation in performance was social support. It is thought that 
as social support decreases, psychological distress increases which leads to an increase in burnout 
and a decrease in academic performance (Yang, 2004). The differences between each of the entry 
methods would lead to inherent differences in social support. Students from high school would 
have a much higher level of social support than students who sit the STAT test, as would the 
individuals who enter through a foundation course. This is because of the support given by both 
teachers and tutors, which relates directly to the students’ academic studies and goals, being 
important to encourage persistence and commitment (Peel, 2000).   
 
1.4 Intelligence 
Intelligence has perhaps, the strongest link with academic performance of any variable. A 2004 
study found that it was the most powerful predictor for a wide range of variables, including 
academic performance (Kuncel, Hezlett, & Ones, 2004). In the 15 years since that paper, 
intelligence has continued to be found the most significant predictor of academic performance, 
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whether measured as GPA, course work marks, or exam results (Rohde & Thompson, 2007; 
Rosander, Backstrom, & Stenberg, 2011; Strobel, Behnke, Gärtner, & Strobel, 2019). Intelligence 
is thought to share strong relationships with need for cognition, learning ability, and personality 
traits, amongst other variables (Dandagal, 2017; Deyoung, 2011; Strobel et al., 2019). While the 
link found between intelligence and academic performance is still debated in the literature, it is 
thought to be due to these inter-relations with other variables that have a positive link with 
academic performance. 
 
1.5 Gender 
Gender differences in academic performance and intelligence have a long and well researched 
history. Early psychological thinking was informed by entrenched gender stereotypes; that men 
are intelligent and calculating, and that women are governed by their emotions. The product of 
this was that men were thought to be more intelligent than their female counterparts. However, 
modern research suggests that gender differences in intelligence are most prevalent in adolescent 
aged individuals, and have generally reduced to non-significant levels by the time individuals reach 
adulthood. Gender differences in early intelligence are thought to stem from environmental 
factors, where what children are encouraged to participate in affects their strengths and weaknesses 
in various abilities (Young & Fisler, 2000).  
 Differences in academic performance however are generally favourable towards females, 
with girls out performing boys in school years, and females outperforming males during university 
(Dayioğlu & Türüt-Aşik, 2007; Pomerantz, Altermatt, & Saxon, 2002; Siddiq & Scherer, 2019). 
Pre-university age females tend to obtain better overall course grades than their male counterparts, 
while men however tend to do better on tests of achievement, like the Scholastic Assessment Test 
– or SAT (D. F. Halpern et al., 2007; Young & Fisler, 2000). However, once at university women 
have been found to outperform men regardless of how academic success is measured, meaning 
that women outperform men on tests of achievement and overall course grade (Hyde & Kling, 
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2003). Other studies have found that gender remains a significant predictor for university GPA, 
once other individual variables have been controlled  (Betts & Morell, 1999). Tests of achievement, 
like the SAT in the U.S., are significant predictors of whether individual students will graduate, 
which is why high scores are so highly prized. Despite the importance of achievement tests in 
predicting graduation, gender has been found to have a larger and more powerful relationship with 
graduation levels, again indicating the importance of gender in higher education (Kim, Rhoades, 
& Woodard, 2003).  
The reasons why females outperform males are still unclear. As discussed, gender 
differences in intelligence are not significant by the time of adulthood, so intelligence cannot 
account for the difference in performance. It has been theorised that female students, on average, 
work harder, study more, and attend classes more often than male students do on average (Wainer 
& Steinberg, 1992; Weisberg, DeYoung, & Hirsh, 2011).  
 
1.6 Personality  
The link between personality and academic performance is well researched, and despite mixed 
results, conscientiousness is considered to be the most robust predictor and correlate of academic 
performance out of any of the Big Five personality traits (Chamorro‐Premuzic & Furnham, 2003; 
Chowdhury & Amin, 2006; De Feyter, Caers, Vigna, & Berings, 2012). The research has shown 
that conscientiousness’ traits have a positive impact on students, from school level through post 
graduate studies (Chamorro‐Premuzic & Furnham, 2003). This is due to the make-up of 
conscientiousness’ sub-facets, which involve self-discipline, aiming for achievement, 
thoughtfulness, being systematic, and being deliberate in their actions. This leads to higher levels 
of studying, and more systematic studying, which in turn leads to higher grades, and has been 
theorised to act in a compensatory manner to make up for lower levels of intelligence (Furnham, 
Moutafi, & Chamorro‐Premuzic, 2005).  
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 Neuroticism has been found to share a negative significant relationship with academic 
performance. This is due to neuroticism having a high make-up of anxiety and stress related sub 
facets, these have been theorised to have strong negative effects in exam performance primarily, 
as well as having a generally negative affect on an individual’s academia through classroom 
absence, illness, and lowered self-concept (Chamorro‐Premuzic & Furnham, 2003; Hakimi, 
Hejazi, & Lavasani, 2011).  
 The research suggests that extraversion has a mostly negative effect on academic 
performance, due to the nature of extraverted individuals to prioritise socialising over studying 
(T. Chamorro-Premuzic & Furnham, 2003). However, research findings are mixed with studies 
reporting non-significant relationships between extraversion and academic performance 
regardless of direction (De Feyter et al., 2012). 
 Some research has indicated that openness may also contribute to the academic 
performance of young adults, especially influencing individuals abilities in maths and reading 
(Alexander Beaujean et al., 2011). The positive effects of openness on academic performance are 
most prevalent when using grade point average (GPA) as the measure (O’connor & Paunonen, 
2007). Research has shown that other forms of academic performance such as exam grade, thesis 
results, and classroom performance are not as strongly linked to openness as overall GPA 
(O’connor & Paunonen, 2007). 
 Studies on agreeableness have also reported mixed findings, with research finding 
significant results, both positive and negative, while other studies report no significant 
relationship between agreeableness and academic performance whatsoever (Gray & Watson, 
2002; O’connor & Paunonen, 2007; Paunonen, 1998). The results of a major meta-analysis 
concluded that agreeableness was not a significant determinant of academic performance 
(O’connor & Paunonen, 2007). 
 
 
SOCIAL SUPPORT, SELF-EFFICACY AND ACADEMIC PERFORMANCE 10 
1.7 Current Study 
Despite mixed findings, social support and self-efficacy are thought to be significant predictors 
and strong correlates of academic performance. The goals of the current study are: 
1. To assess whether there are any significant differences in academic performance between 
different methods of entry to university. 
2. To assess both intelligence and conscientiousness’ contributions to academic 
performance 
3. To identify the role of social support and self-efficacy in academic performance. 
4. To explore the relationship between social support, self-efficacy, and personality. 
5. To explore the effects of gender on academic performance. 
6. To explore the effects of personality on academic performance. 
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Method 
 
2.1 Participants  
 
Participants for the study were made up of first-year University of Adelaide psychology students. 
To obtain part of their course credits, all first-year psychology students must participate in 
research studies for course credit 
 
2.2 Measures 
Demographics 
The first measure completed by participants asked them for basic demographic information, 
including their age, gender, and method of entry to university. 
 
OCEANIC – (Schulze & Roberts, 2006) 
Participants then completed the OCEANIC, a short form 45 item personality test which 
measures the five major personality traits; Openness, Conscientiousness, Extraversion, 
Agreeableness, and Neuroticism. It is a 45-item measure with participants responding on a 1-6 
Likert scale ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree. Items are statements containing 
descriptors relevant to the specific personality trait, for example; Openness sample items include 
statements such as “I have excellent ideas,” while Neuroticism item statements might include “I 
get irritated easily,” with participants then rating their response on the 1-6 scale. 
 
Ravens Advanced Progressive Matrices (APM) – short form - (Bors & Stokes, 1998) 
Participants also completed a short form version of Ravens APM.  The measure is made up of 
progressively more difficult items where the participant is required to choose which solution 
from a selection of 8 options, best completes the pattern design presented (Figure 1). The 
measure assesses participants intelligence and has a .92 correlation with the long form Ravens 
APM, with acceptable internal consistency (alpha = .73).  
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Figure 1 - Ravens APM example item. 
 
 
Social Support Questionnaire 6 (SSQ6) – (I. G. Sarason, Sarason, Shearin, & Pierce, 1987) 
The SSQ6 measures participants perceived levels of social support. It was developed as a short 
form alternative to the original Social Support Questionnaire (SSQ), and correlated highly with 
the SSQ albeit with a much-reduced administration time. Participants respond to 6 questions, all 
with a part A and a part B.  
Part A asks participants how many people they could count on given a specific stress or 
situation, with responses ranging from 0 - 9+. For example, question 1A asks “How many 
people can you really count on to distract you from your worries when you feel under stress?”  
Part B asks participants to then rate on a Likert scale from 1 – 6, with 1 being “Very 
Dissatisfied” and 6 being “Very Satisfied,” how satisfied they are with their level of support. 
A participant’s social support score is the combined total of all 6 questions, with a higher score 
indicating a higher level of perceived support. Scores are individual to each sample administered, 
in that they can only be compared to other scores within the same sample, there is no scoring 
guide for “high” “medium” and “low” social support scores. 
Readiness and Expectations Questionnaire (REQ) – (Jansen & van der Meer, 2012) 
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Self-efficacy was measured using the Readiness and Expectations Questionnaire, which was 
developed to measure incoming student’s perceptions about university and gauge how well 
prepared they thought they were. The Readiness and Expectations Questionnaire ties into 
theories about self-efficacy, in that those students who feel better prepared will have better 
success at university than students who are less confident. 
 It is made up of 21 items that are scored on a 1 – 6 Likert scale that ranges from “1 – 
Strongly Disagree” to “6 – Strongly Agree.” Questions are grouped into 6 indexes; Time-
Management Readiness, Written Communication, Group Work, Information Processing, 
Information Communication Technology (ICT), and Verbal Communication. Sample questions 
include “I am good at planning and organising my study,” “I can independently write a short 
report,” and “I am confident working in small groups.” Similarly, to the SSQ6 the scores are 
summed, with a higher score indicating a more “prepared” participant.  
 
2.3 Procedure  
The above-mentioned measures were placed in an online survey, and split into 2 halves. 
Participants signed up to the study online and were redirected to a survey hosting website to 
complete the first half of the study, upon completion of the first half they were given a link that 
directed them to the second half of the survey. This was done to reduce any cognitive fatigue 
that may have been incurred by completing all the measures at once. The second half of the 
study could be completed at any time after the first half, with participants being asked to 
complete them in a distraction free environment. The first half contained the demographic 
questionnaire, OCEANIC, and Ravens APM tests, while the second half contained the Social 
Support Questionnaire 6 and the Readiness and Expectations Questionnaire. Data collection 
proceeded for 6 weeks.  
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Results 
Seventy-four participants completed both surveys making them eligible for analyses. However, 
three individuals did not complete the final exam, and as a result were removed from the final 
data set prior to analyses. In total 71 individuals took part in the study, age ranged between 16 
and 59, with a mean age of 19.7. The sample was made up of 49 female and 22 male participants, 
55 (77.5%) individuals entered university directly from secondary school using their ATAR, 6 
(8.5%) participants completed the STAT test to gain entry to university, 3 (4.2%) completed a 
foundation course to gain entrance to university, while 7 (10%) entered by “other” means. 
 Histograms indicated potential deviation from the assumption of normality for the 
variables measured in the current study. However, Inspection of the QQ plots indicated the 
points were distributed evenly along a reasonably straight line. As such the use of parametric 
tests was permitted. 
 
3.1 Comparing across method of entry 
One of the main goals of this study was to assess the potential differences in academic 
performance between the different methods of entry to university. The participants in this study 
primarily came from the traditional method of entry, by using their ATAR (55). While only 9 
participants entered from either the STAT test or Foundation course, this meant that it was not 
possible to make any meaningful comparisons across groups. 
As discussed in the introduction, we would have expected to find significant differences 
in social support and self-efficacy levels between the 3 groups, with ATAR entry students having 
the highest levels of both, Foundation Course students having the second highest levels of both, 
and then STAT test individuals having the lowest levels of both. Because of the lack of diversity, 
the sample will be considered as a whole. 
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3.2 Previously implicated predictors of Academic Performance 
 As discussed in the introduction, the two most robust predictors of academic 
performance are intelligence and conscientiousness. Intelligence has long been linked to 
academic performance; with many studies concluding it is the most important factor when 
predicting performance. 
The results of the current study indicated that the APM had a moderate positive 
correlation with performance on the end of semester exam (r = 0.34, p = 0.03). This accounts 
for approximately 12% of the total variance in academic performance.  
 Results of the current study found that conscientiousness had a small positive correlation 
with academic performance, however it was non-significant (r = 0.19, p 0.11). This stands in 
contrast with much of the previous literature which has consistently found that 
conscientiousness is strongly related to academic performance, potential reasons are addressed in 
the discussion. 
 
3.3 Relationship between Social Support and Academic Performance 
 Past literature has found that social support correlates well with academic performance, 
however the current study found no significant relationship between social support and 
academic performance as measured by the Social Support Questionnaire 6. As previously 
indicated, Part A of the SSQ6 measured social support in terms of the number of individuals 
available to provide social support, the correlation between Part A and academic performance 
was close to 0 (r = -0.07, p = 0.54). Part B of the SSQ6 measured the degree of satisfaction 
individuals felt with the available social support, in this case, there was a weak positive 
relationship between Part B and academic performance, however the correlation was non-
significant (r = 0.15, p = 0.21). 
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3.4 Relationship between Self Efficacy and Academic Performance 
Previous studies have indicated a positive relationship between self-efficacy and 
academic performance. In the current study self-efficacy was measured by the Readiness and 
Expectations questionnaire, and as can be seen in Table 3 there was a weak positive correlation 
with academic performance. However, this was also found to be non-significant (r = 0.13, p = 
0.33). The possible reasons why this result was found are addressed in the discussion section. 
 
3.5 Interactions between Social Support, Self-efficacy, and Personality  
 In the following section we will further examine the relationships between the measures 
of social support, self-efficacy, and personality variables. Social support interacted with a number 
of the other variables measured in the current study, as can be seen in Table 1. 
 
Table 1 – Pearson’s correlation matrix of variables measured.  
 
O C E A N SSQPA SSQPB REQ APM Grade 
O - 0.22 0.13 0.26* 0.35** -0.04 -0.11 0.03 0.03 0.14 
C  - 0.18 0.23 -0.02 -0.09 0.15 0.42** -0.1 0.19 
E   - 0.37** 0 0.46** 0.25* 0.24 0.05 0.13 
A    - -0.09 0.15 0.07 0.34** -0.12 -0.06 
N     - -0.25 * -0.13 -0.22 0.1 0.15 
SSQPA      - 0.4** 0.27* 0 -0.07 
SSQPB       - 0.45** -0.08 0.15 
REQ        - -0.01 0.13 
APM         - 0.34* 
Grade          - 
Note: * = p <0.05 ** = p <0.01, SSQPA = number of individuals available for support, SSQPB = the satisfaction 
with available social support, REQ = self-efficacy. 
 
The first half of the scale, which measures the amount of people an individual feels they 
can rely on, had a strong positive and highly significant relationship with extraversion, previous 
research has found similar results. Past literature has suggested a negative link exists between 
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social circle size and neuroticism, the current study found similar results with a moderate 
negative and significant relationship between neuroticism and the SSQPA. The SSQPA also 
shared a moderate positive correlation with self-efficacy that was significant, this is a relationship 
that has also been found in past literature. 
 The second half of the scale, which measures satisfaction levels on support received, also 
had a moderate positive and significant correlation with extraversion. Unlike the first half of the 
scale, the SSQPB did not have a significant relationship with neuroticism, but the relationship 
was also negative in nature. It did correlate strongly and significantly with self-efficacy however. 
Self-efficacy shared a number of significant relationships with other variables, the first 
one being conscientiousness. As can be seen in Table 1 the correlation between 
conscientiousness and self-efficacy was moderate/strong and positive in nature, this adds to 
previous research with similar findings. In the current study self-efficacy also shared a moderate 
positive significant relationship with agreeableness, this replicated past research which found 
similar results. Self-efficacy also shared relationships with both halves of the social support 
measure, as previously mentioned. 
 
3.6 Gender differences  
As indicated in the Introduction evidence relating to the effect of gender on academic 
performance is mixed. In the current study unequal group sizes were present, violating an 
assumption of parametric testing, as such the comparison was made using a nonparametric 
Mann-Whitney test. Exam results differed significantly based on gender (U=365, p = 0.03) with 
female participants (M = 76) scoring significantly higher than male participants (M = 68.5) on 
average. As a result of this, separate correlational matrices were calculated for both male and 
female participants to examine any potential suppression effects. 
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Table 2 – Pearson’s correlation matrix of conscientiousness, APM, SSQPA, SSQPB, and self-efficacy for male participants.      
 Grade Conscientiousness APM SSQPA SSQPB Self-efficacy 
Grade - -0.3 0.59** 0.11 0.12 0.14 
Conscientiousness  - -0.21 -0.02 0.11 0.46* 
APM   - -0.12 0.00 0.19 
SSQPA    - 0.64** 0.38 
SSQPB     - 0.33* 
Self-efficacy      - 
Note: p < 0.05 = * p < 0.01 = **, SSQPA = number of individuals available for support, SSQPB = the satisfaction 
with available social support, REQ = self-efficacy. 
 
Table 3 – Pearson’s correlation matrix of conscientiousness, APM, SSQPA, SSQPB, and self-efficacy for female participants 
 Grade Conscientiousness APM SSQPA SSQPB Self-efficacy 
Grade - 0.28 0.22 -0.09 0.12 0.10 
Conscientiousness  - -0.08 -0.06 0.13 0.46** 
APM   - 0.06 -0.13 -0.16 
SSQPA    - 0.34* 0.25 
SSQPB     - 0.44** 
Self-efficacy      - 
Note: p < 0.05 = * p < 0.01 = **, SSQPA = number of individuals available for support, SSQPB = the satisfaction 
with available social support, REQ = self-efficacy. 
 
As can be seen in Tables 2 and 3 different correlations are found for male and female 
participants, suggesting the presence of gender suppression effects. Surprisingly, male 
participants’ conscientiousness, while non-significant, shared a moderate negative correlation 
with end of semester exam mark. Male participants’ end of semester exam grade correlated 
positively and strongly with the APM; this relationship was also significant, as previously 
mentioned literature has indicated that intelligence is one of the most robust predictors of 
academic performance. Past research has suggested that conscientiousness and self-efficacy 
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correlate with one another. In the present study male participants’ conscientiousness had a 
strong positive and significant relationship with self-efficacy. Unsurprisingly both halves of the 
Social Support Questionnaire 6 correlated strongly and positively together. Finally, in male 
participants the SSQPB shared a strong positive and significant relationship with self-efficacy. 
 Female participants’ relationship between conscientiousness and end of semester exam 
grade was non-significant and a similar size to that of the male participants, however it was 
positive. Despite previous literature indicating that a strong relationship exists between 
intelligence and academic performance, in the current study female participants’ APM scores 
shared no significant relationship with end of semester exam grade. As found in previous 
research, and similar to male participants, female participants’ conscientiousness shared a strong 
positive and significant relationship with self-efficacy. Self-efficacy correlated strongly and 
positively with the SSQPB; this correlation was stronger than that found in male participants. 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SOCIAL SUPPORT, SELF-EFFICACY AND ACADEMIC PERFORMANCE 20 
Discussion 
The main purpose of this study was to examine the relationship between social support, self-
efficacy, and academic performance in first year psychology students. Neither social support or 
self-efficacy had a significant relationship with academic performance. Unfortunately, due to the 
nature of the participant pool, no tests were conducted to compare the three methods of entry to 
university and their effects on academic performance, therefore these will not be discussed.  As 
expected, intelligence (Raven’s APM) had both a significant positive correlation with academic 
success, and could account for 12% of the variation in academic performance. No facet of 
personality had any significant relationship with academic performance. Gender was found to 
have a significant effect on academic performance, and exerted suppression effects on the 
results. The various interactions between personality and the other variables measured will be 
considered as well. The possible reasons for these findings and their implications will be 
discussed variable by variable below, before limitations are discussed. 
 
4.1 Intelligence and Conscientiousness  
As expected scores on Raven’ APM were found to have a moderate positive significant 
relationship with academic performance, a result which has been found in previous literature on 
the topic. Intelligence has long been thought of as a predictive factor for academic performance 
and this research adds to that body (T. Chamorro-Premuzic & Furnham, 2008; T. Chamorro-
Premuzic, Quiroga, & Colom, 2009; L. J. Song et al., 2010). Surprisingly, it was the only 
significant predictor of academic performance for the sample as a whole, and could account for 
more variance in academic performance than any other single variable.  
 Similarly to past research, scores on conscientiousness had a weak negative, but not 
significant, correlation with scores on the APM. In past research this has been attributed to the 
theory that higher levels of conscientiousness arise as a compensatory response to lower levels of 
intelligence (T. Chamorro-Premuzic, Furnham, Adrian, 2014). However, as the result is not 
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significant it cannot be said for certain whether or not this is what has occurred in the current 
study.  
 Moving on, conscientiousness had the largest correlation with exam grades out of the Big 
Five personality traits, however, it was still not significant. This contradicts much of the current 
literature, where conscientiousness is found to have the strongest and most significant 
relationship with academic performance of any personality facet (O’connor & Paunonen, 2007). 
However, the size of the correlation presented here was within the confidence intervals reported 
in a major meta-analysis, meaning that perhaps the sample size in the current study wasn’t large 
enough to find an effect (O’connor & Paunonen, 2007). Another potential reason could be that 
extremely high levels of conscientiousness have been found to have a detrimental effect of 
academic performance. Rather than conscientiousness exerting a linearly positive effect on GPA, 
researchers found that it was somewhat quadratic, which led to higher scores having a negative 
effect on grades (Cucina & Vasilopoulos, 2005).  
 
4.2 Social Support and Academic Performance 
The results found for social support and its effects on academic performance contradicted the 
expectations laid out in the introduction. This finding was quite unexpected, as from middle 
school through tertiary education, social support has been found to have a significant 
relationship with academic performance (López, Ehly, & García‐Vásquez, 2002; Srikanth, Petrie, 
Greenleaf, & Martin, 2015; Yang, 2004). Interestingly, when both halves of social support were 
combined there was no relationship, or predictive ability for academic performance, despite the 
fact that when separated they had small non-significant relationships and predictive ability. This 
is not a finding reflected in past literature which found that social support had, at least, small 
effects on academic performance (J. Song, Bong, Lee, & Kim, 2015).  
 A potential reason for this could be due to the socioeconomic make-up of the sample. 
Adelaide University is in the top 1% of universities world-wide, and top universities in Victoria 
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have less than 20% of students enrolled from low Socioeconomic Status (SES) areas (Cook, 
2018). Without knowing for certain the make-up of the sample, we could assume that a similar 
issue arises in South Australia. However, the positive effect of social support on academic 
performance has been found to be nullified if individuals were from a high SES area, while in 
individuals from lower SES areas, social support maintained its significant relationship with 
academic performance (Malecki & Demaray, 2006). If the sample in this study were from mainly 
higher SES areas, this could explain why social support did not have a significant relationship 
with their end of semester exam results, without knowing the SES make up however, we cannot 
be certain of this conclusion. 
Part A of the Social Support Questionnaire 6 was found to have a strong, positive, and 
significant relationship with extraversion. This relationship has also been found in past literature, 
with one study finding extraversion to be the only significant personality facet to predict an 
individual’s self-rated number of friends (Selfhout et al., 2010). It makes sense then, that higher 
levels of extraversion would correlate with the number of people they could expect social 
support from (Pollet, Roberts, & Dunbar, 2011). This could explain why social support was 
unrelated to academic performance, as extraversion has been linked to decreases in academic 
performance. Individuals high in extraversion are theorised to enjoy better social lives, and have 
a higher level of distractibility, resulting in poorer performance at university (Bauer & Liang, 
2003). 
 
4.2.1 Relationship between Social Support, Self-efficacy, and Personality 
 Part A of the Social Support Questionnaire 6 was significantly negatively related to 
neuroticism. This has been theorised to be due to the negative emotional coping styles employed 
by individuals high in neuroticism, which can leave people feeling worse, and in turn lead to 
losing friends to confide in (Zellars & Perrewe, 2001). Finally, Part A also shared a significant 
relationship with self-efficacy, at the current time this is thought to be linked to its shared 
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relationship with extraversion. People high in extraversion are more active in class discussion, 
and ask more questions more frequently than individuals low in extraversion (Ciorbea & 
Pasarica, 2013). The higher levels of course engagement, or perceived course engagement, could 
lead to a higher feeling of self-confidence, which may then influence levels of self-efficacy.   
Part B of the SSQ6 also shared a positive significant relationship with extraversion, albeit 
a much smaller one, as found in Part A. Part B measured how satisfied individuals were with the 
social support they received, rather than the number of people they could expect support from. 
This is most likely due to the fact that extraverts, due to lower levels of arousal, are more likely 
to seek out social interactions with friends, especially when in need of support for coping with 
problems (Swickert, Rosentreter, Hittner, & Mushrush, 2002). This theory has been lent support 
from studies finding that extraverts report utilising social support more often to cope with their 
problems (Lu, 1997; Stokes, 1985). And that some sub facets of social support, including feelings 
of belonging and tangible aid, are strongly linked to extraversion (Swickert et al., 2002).  
As mentioned earlier, both halves of the Social Support Questionnaire 6 correlated 
positively and significantly with self-efficacy, this is supported by previous literature across a 
range of cultures, indicating a possibly universal link (Torres & Solberg, 2001; Yusoff, 2012). 
Research has indicated that familial social support has the strongest link to self-efficacy, 
unfortunately this could not be deduced in the current study as the distinction between sources 
of support was not measured.  
 
4.3 Self-efficacy and Academic Performance 
As opposed to most of the current literature on the topic, self-efficacy was not positively related 
to academic performance. The most likely cause of this lack of finding was the measure used to 
gauge self-efficacy. The Readiness and Expectations Questionnaire was developed to act 
specifically in a first-year university student context, which made it ideal for the current study’s 
sample. However, social cognitive theory dictates that self-efficacy has the strongest predictive 
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power for academic performance, when it is measured at a level similar to the prospective 
measure of academic performance (Bandura, 1997). While the REQ had items relating to time 
management, ability to process information, ability to work in groups, independent learning, and 
writing ability, it did not have items related to an individual’s ability to perform well in exams. 
The importance of specificity when assessing self-efficacy’s relationship with academic 
performance was highlighted in a 2005 study which found that course specific measures of self-
efficacy had the strongest relationship with grades, and yielded the most predictive power (Choi, 
2005). With this knowledge, the Readiness and Expectations Questionnaire would most likely 
have better predicted course work grades or final grades, rather than final exam mark.  
 
4.3.1 Relationship between Self-efficacy and Personality 
 Interestingly, self-efficacy was found to share a number of other significant correlations 
with other variables within the study, the first being conscientiousness. The correlation found is 
in line with previous literature which has found similar results, especially where self-efficacy was 
measured early on in the course (Lee & Klein, 2002). The same study found that self-efficacy, 
when measured later, had a non-significant relationship with conscientiousness. If measured 
early enough, students would not have received any grades back, and potentially assumed they 
were doing better than they were, and felt higher levels of self-efficacy as a result. In previous 
literature the sub facets of conscientiousness contributed to the relationship found with self-
efficacy, with feelings of orderliness, persistence, and tenaciousness having the strongest effects 
on thoughts of successful performance (Di Giunta et al., 2013). While the current study did not 
examine the underlying facets of conscientiousness, it is safe to assume similar results to 
previous literature would be found due to the strong overall relationship between 
conscientiousness and self-efficacy. 
 As well as conscientiousness, self-efficacy was also significantly positively related to 
extraversion, however this could be a result of the measure used. The Readiness and 
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Expectations Questionnaire does ask many questions relating to ability to work in groups, and 
ability to work collaboratively with academic staff. Individuals who are high in extraversion tend 
to interact aggressively in group situations, with the relationship having been found significant 
previously (Balthazard, Potter, & Warren, 2002). This proposed link would explain the 
relationship found between the Readiness and Expectations Questionnaire and extraversion. 
 Finally, agreeableness and self-efficacy were also found to be significantly related; this is 
most likely due to similar factors that caused extraversion and self-efficacy to be related. As the 
sub facets of agreeableness include friendliness, cooperativeness, and being flexible, and the 
Readiness and Expectations Questionnaire has many items relating to the ability to work with 
others, it makes sense that these two would be related. This is further reflected in the 
correlational strength between the two variables, which is larger than the correlation between 
extraversion and self-efficacy. While past research has found positive significant relationships 
between agreeableness and self-efficacy in group-work settings, the results for general self-
efficacy are not as clear (Caprara, Vecchione, Alessandri, Gerbino, & Barbaranelli, 2011; Thoms, 
Moore, & Scott, 1996). Had a more exam specific measure of self-efficacy been used, this 
relationship may have not been significant.  
 
4.4 Gender 
The findings on gender were perhaps the most interesting of the current study, with significant 
differences between males and females being found. When considered as a single variable, 
gender had significant correlations with conscientiousness, neuroticism, and exam grade. When 
separated female participants were found to score significantly higher on the final exam, 
averaging an entire grade boundary above male participants. In an attempt to find the cause of 
this difference, separate correlation matrices were calculated for male and female participants. 
The results of these matrices revealed that in male participants, APM score correlated 
significantly with exam grade, self-efficacy correlated significantly with conscientiousness, both 
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halves of the Social Support Questionnaire 6 correlated significantly with each other, and Part B 
of the Social Support Questionnaire 6 correlated significantly with self-efficacy. In female 
participants no measure correlated significantly with academic performance, however, self-
efficacy and conscientiousness correlated significantly, as did both halves of the Social Support 
Questionnaire 6, and Part B of the Social Support Questionnaire 6 and self-efficacy. 
 As mentioned above, despite exhibiting a strong and highly significant correlation 
between academic performance and intelligence, male participants still scored significantly less 
on the final exam compared to their female counterparts. This could be due to the measure of 
intelligence used in the current study, Raven’s APM is thought to primarily test an individual’s 
fluid reasoning capabilities. And past research has found that males outperform women in 
measures that require visuo-spatial manipulation and when fluid reasoning is required for task 
completion (Df Halpern, 1997; Diane Halpern & LaMay, 2000). As well as this, males from the 
ages of 15 onwards have also been found to outperform women on Raven’s progressive 
matrices, so the result that male participants had a stronger relationship between their APM 
scores and their final grades may not be as unusual as first perceived (Lynn & Irwing, 2004).  
As for why this significant relationship did not equate to higher exam grades for males, multiple 
choice exams typically require the use of recognition and retrieval from an individual’s long-term 
memory. Females have been found to have better ability to retrieve information from their long-
term memory over males (Diane Halpern & LaMay, 2000). This would explain why, despite a 
significant relationship between intelligence and grade in males, they scored significantly lower 
on the final exam compared to female participants. It would also explain why female 
participants’ correlation between their APM scores and grade was non-significant, due to the 
above-mentioned suggested differences in intelligence between males and females. 
 Despite the moderate negative correlation between male participants’ conscientiousness 
and exam performance not being significant, it is interesting. Conscientiousness is regarded as 
one of the most robust predictors of academic performance, though its relationship was not 
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significant in the current study, the size of the correlation warrants further investigation. Past 
research has found that the relationship between academic performance and conscientiousness 
was non-linear (Cucina & Vasilopoulos, 2005). This could have also affected the current sample, 
explaining the negative correlation found in male participants. 
 
4.4.1 Relationship between Gender, Social Support, Self-efficacy, and Personality 
 When considering the relationship between self-efficacy and conscientiousness, both 
male and female participants exhibited strong significant correlations, surprisingly when the 
sample was considered as a whole, the correlation became slightly weaker. A large-scale meta-
analysis indicated that the differences between males and females in academic self-efficacy was 
minimal, with males being slightly more efficacious (Huang, 2013). With gender differences 
becoming most prevalent after age 23, and the current studies’ mean age being less than 20, it 
makes sense that no differences were found. The current findings add to the body of research 
demonstrating no significant differences between males and females. 
 Another interesting gender difference was found in the correlations between the first 
part of the Social Support Questionnaire 6, which measures the number of individuals available 
for support, and the second part, which measures the level of satisfaction individuals feel with 
the support they received. In male participants the correlation was much stronger, almost double 
that of the female participants. This could simply indicate that in men, more friends allow for 
greater support, whereas in women the quality of those friendships are more important. Past 
research has suggested that there is a difference in perceived social support between males and 
females, with factor analysis revealing different models for men and women (Matud, Ibáñez, 
Bethencourt, Marrero, & Carballeira, 2003). However, this difference could simply be due to the 
difference in samples size between male and female participants, as when considered as a whole 
sample the correlation between both halves of the measure were closer to those found in female 
participants rather than the males. Future research should attempt to discover what causes the 
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gender differences observed in the current study, between number of individuals available for 
social support, and the satisfaction felt with that support. 
 The correlation between the second half of the Social Support Questionnaire 6 and self-
efficacy also varied by gender; however, the difference was not significant. Interestingly when the 
sample was considered as a whole, the correlation was larger. Reasons for why this may be are 
unknown at this point. 
 Finally, results of a Mann-Whitney U test revealed that female participants scored 
significantly higher on neuroticism than their male counterparts. Previous literature suggests that 
gender differences in neuroticism are not uncommon, with women typically scoring higher than 
males (Weisberg et al., 2011). While research proposes that neuroticism has a negative 
relationship with academic performance, in the current study it was positive, though not 
significant. The significantly higher levels of neuroticism found in female participants could have 
had some positive effect on the exam grades found in female participants. Further discussion as 
to why neuroticism has a positive correlation with exam grade is discussed in the personality 
section below. 
 
4.5 Personality and Academic Performance 
Despite a well-established literature base linking personality and academic performance, the 
current study found no evidence that personality factors have any relationship, or predictive 
ability with regards to academic performance.  
As a general response as to why no facet was significant, an after the fact power analysis 
revealed that to find a significant correlation of 0.2, a sample size of approximately 81 
participants would have been needed. Considering that a large-scale meta-analysis found similar 
sized correlations to some of those reported here, except with much larger sample sizes it seems 
reasonable to suggest that the lack of significant results could be attributed to the sample size 
(O’connor & Paunonen, 2007). In the following paragraphs, each personality traits findings and 
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implications of those findings will be discussed in order of their standing within the OCEAN 
layout. Conscientiousness will be omitted due to it being discussed alongside intelligence at the 
beginning of the discussion. 
In the current study, openness shared a weak relationship that was not significant with 
academic performance; a finding that fits within the current understanding that openness has an 
ambiguous link to grades. Some studies have reported correlations of r = 0.4 with crystallised 
intelligence, which then exerts a positive effect on academic performance (Zeidner & Matthews, 
2000). Building on this, older studies found that openness had no direct relationship with GPA, 
instead having positive effects on various intermediary factors like critical evaluation of literature, 
searching literature, and making relationships, which in turn exerted a positive effect on GPA 
(Blickle, 1996). When a study investigated the individual sub facets of each Big Five trait and 
their relationships with academic performance, they found that openness had a negative 
relationship with exam performance (de Fruyt & Mervielde, 1996). As openness is made up of 
facets relating to creativity and fantasy the researchers theorised that these abilities do not 
transfer well to the academic nature of university, which resulted in worse exam results (de Fruyt 
& Mervielde, 1996). Furthermore, a large scale meta-analysis also suggested that openness’ effect 
on academic performance could be moderated by a third variable, which would explain why 
there is such variation amongst the current literature (O’connor & Paunonen, 2007). While 
openness had a positive correlation in the present study, it was not significant, therefore either of 
these theorised explanations could be the cause for the lack of significant relationship.  
 Extraversion had a small positive significant correlation with exam results; Results of a 
major meta-analysis found that extraversion had a small negative correlation with academic 
performance, despite this the literature has no consistent consensus (O’connor & Paunonen, 
2007). The current result’s positive direction could be explained by the fact that extraverts have 
good interpersonal skills, ask more questions, and are more active in class discussions (Ciorbea & 
Pasarica, 2013). However, negative results could be explained by the fact that individuals high in 
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extraversion have more active social lives, reducing the available time for studying. It is also 
theorised that high extraversion individuals have higher levels of distractibility, reducing their 
attention in class, and their ability to focus on assignments and revision (Bauer & Liang, 2003). 
Without knowing about individuals’ social lives and attention it is hard to say with any certainty 
if they had an unseen effect on the current result. But if both theorised positive and negative 
effects were present it would explain the close to zero result found.  
 As mentioned in the introduction, agreeableness has no clear effect on academic 
performance in the current literature, with some studies reporting significant positive results, 
others reporting negative significant results, and other studies reporting nonsignificant results 
both positive and negative (O’connor & Paunonen, 2007). A potential reason for the lack of 
significant finding was due to using final exam mark as the measure of academic performance. 
The sub facets of agreeableness involve measures of kindness, selflessness, generosity, and 
fairness; these have been theorised to have the strongest influence on academic performance 
based on group work (Chowdhury & Amin, 2006). With this in mind, if academic performance 
had been measured based on group work or assignment grades, a stronger and potentially 
significant relationship might have been found. Knowing this, the current result, based on exam 
mark, is not abnormal. However, without having assessed various forms of academic 
performance it cannot be said for certain. 
 Finally, neuroticism was found to have no significant relation with academic 
performance, however, it was positive in nature, going against the general theory that 
neuroticism has a negative effect on academic performance. Theory suggests that due to the 
characteristics of neuroticism (anxious, nervous, and tensed) it would have a negative effect on 
academic performance, especially during exam settings (De Feyter et al., 2012). This theory has 
also received support from much of the research, which has found that neuroticism correlates 
negatively with grades (T. Chamorro-Premuzic & Furnham, 2008; Chamorro‐Premuzic & 
Furnham, 2003). More recent studies however, have found significant positive effects, and found 
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that the relationship between self-efficacy and neuroticism may have mediating effects, that lead 
to a positive relationship between neuroticism and academic performance (De Feyter et al., 
2012). Mild arousal levels lead to increases in performance, and as anxiety makes up part of 
neuroticism, perhaps low levels of neuroticism could also lead to increases in performance. 
These two factors could explain why female participants scored significantly higher on the exam, 
despite having significantly higher scores on neuroticism.  
 
4.6 Limitations and Future Research 
 
As implied throughout, there are multiple limitations present in the current study. The first is the 
size of the sample. As mentioned, an after the fact power analysis revealed a minimum of 81 
participants were required to find a significant correlation of 0.2, however in the current study 
only 71 participants were eligible for data analysis, meaning that any effects that were present 
may have gone unfound due to a lack of power. Furthermore, the homogeneity of the sample all 
being first year psychology students further mars any generalisability of the results across all 
tertiary students. To counter this, further research should recruit participants across all 
disciplines at university, and across all years of a degree, not only should this make the results 
more generalisable, it should result in a large enough sample so that if there is a significant result, 
it will be found. 
 The major limitation surrounding the measure of social support used in the current study 
was that it did not differentiate between various sources of support, such as family, friends, and 
spouse. Because of this, it was impossible to assess whether or not any one source of support 
had a greater effect than another, or if there were any mediating or moderating interactions 
between the sources. Therefore, future research should make use of a measure that does 
differentiate between the above-mentioned sources of support to better understand their effects 
on academic performance. 
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 Unfortunately, the use of a self-efficacy measure that was not designed to measure exam 
related self-efficacy could have been key in not finding a significant result. Therefore, the current 
finding may be misleading in its finding that self-efficacy is not related to academic performance. 
Consequently, future research should focus on developing a measure of self-efficacy more 
related to psychology exams. It could include example questions, and then ask participants how 
confident they are they could correctly answer the question. It should also focus on basic 
psychological constructs to increase its utility across various universities and different course 
structures. Furthermore, the relationship between self-efficacy and personality traits were most 
likely influenced by the measure used in the present study. For this reason, different forms of 
self-efficacy, such as academic, general, exam, and group work, should all be measured 
individually to discover whether or not the different personality traits interact differently with 
different forms of self-efficacy  
Personality represented one of the largest areas of problem during the discussion. The 
lack of any significant finding made it hard to draw meaningful conclusions about the influence 
personality had on academic performance. While past research has found that some of the Big 
Five trait’s effects were mediated by third variables, the small sample size could account for the 
lack of significant finding, rather than any unseen variable. Due to this, future research could 
expand the measurement of personality traits and academic performance to include potential 
third variables mentioned throughout the discussion to assess whether they do affect the 
relationship between traits and performance. Another area for improvement would be to use 
several measures of academic performance, such as GPA, course work grades, and exam grades 
to evaluate any potential differences in the effects different traits have for different measures of 
performance. One of the most interesting findings was the negative relationship between 
conscientiousness and academic performance in males. While this could be due to the small 
sample size, past research has indicated a potentially non-linear relationship between 
conscientiousness and academic performance, with high levels of conscientiousness having a 
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negative effect. This should be researched more fully as conscientiousness is considered one of 
the most robust predictors of academic performance, a non-linear relationship could expand our 
understanding, and potentially undermine previous research findings. Finally, the relationship 
found between neuroticism and academic performance did not align with previous research, as 
the correlation was positive, though not significant, in nature. As a result of this, future studies 
should examine the interaction between neuroticism and self-efficacy, and the underlying sub 
facets of neuroticism, to better ascertain the effect it could have on academic performance.  
 
4.7 Conclusions 
There are several interesting conclusions that can be drawn from the current study, the first is 
that intelligence accounts for approximately 12% of the total variation in academic performance 
and was the only significant predictor of academic performance. Conscientiousness was non-
significant in the current study, indicating the possibility that intelligence is still a more robust 
predictor of academic performance than conscientiousness. Gender was also found to be a 
significant predictor of academic performance with female participants scoring a grade boundary 
above males on average. Social support and self-efficacy, as measured here, had no significant 
relationship with academic performance, despite previous literature indicating a significant 
relationship between them and academic performance. This could suggest that these two factors 
could affect academic performance when moderated or mediated by other variables. 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
SOCIAL SUPPORT, SELF-EFFICACY AND ACADEMIC PERFORMANCE 34 
References 
Alexander Beaujean, A., Firmin, M. W., Attai, S., Johnson, C. B., Firmin, R. L., & Mena, K. E. 
(2011). Using personality and cognitive ability to predict academic achievement in a 
young adult sample. Personality and Individual Differences, 51(6), 709-714. 
doi:10.1016/j.paid.2011.06.023 
Balthazard, P. A., Potter, R. E., & Warren, J. (2002). The effects of extraversion and expertise on 
virtual team interaction and performance. In (Vol. 2002-, pp. 10 pp.). 
Bandura, A. (1977a). Self-efficacy: Toward a unifying theory of behavioral change. Psychological 
Review, 84(2), 191-215. Retrieved from 
http://doi.apa.org/getdoi.cfm?doi=10.1037/0033-295X.84.2.191 
Bandura, A. (1977b). Social learning theory. Englewood Cliffs, N.J: Prentice Hall. 
Bandura, A. (1997). Self-efficacy : the exercise of control. New York: W.H. Freeman. 
Bauer, K., & Liang, Q. (2003). The Effect of Personality and Precollege Characteristics on First-
Year Activities and Academic Performance. Journal of College Student Development, 44(3), 
277-290. doi:10.1353/csd.2003.0023 
Betts, J. R., & Morell, D. (1999). The Determinants of Undergraduate Grade Point Average: The 
Relative Importance of Family Background, High School Resources, and Peer Group 
Effects. The Journal of Human Resources, 34(2), 268. Retrieved from 
https://www.jstor.org/stable/146346?origin=crossref 
Blickle, G. (1996). Personality traits, learning stratigies, and performance. European Journal of 
Personality, 10(5), 337-352. doi:10.1002/(sici)1099-0984(199612)10:5<337::Aid-
per258>3.0.Co;2-7 
Bors, D. A., & Stokes, T. L. (1998). Raven's Advanced Progressive Matrices: Norms for First-
Year University Students and the Development of a Short Form. Educational and 
Psychological Measurement, 58(3), 382-398. doi:10.1177/0013164498058003002 
SOCIAL SUPPORT, SELF-EFFICACY AND ACADEMIC PERFORMANCE 35 
Caprara, G. V., Vecchione, M., Alessandri, G., Gerbino, M., & Barbaranelli, C. (2011). The 
contribution of personality traits and self-efficacy beliefs to academic achievement: a 
longitudinal study. The British journal of educational psychology, 81(1), 78. doi:10.1348/2044-
8279.002004 
Chamorro-Premuzic, T., & Furnham, A. (2003). Personality traits and academic examination 
performance. European Journal of Personality, 17(3), 237-250. Retrieved from 
http://doi.wiley.com/10.1002/per.473 
Chamorro-Premuzic, T., & Furnham, A. (2008). Personality, intelligence and approaches to 
learning as predictors of academic performance. Personality and Individual Differences, 44(7), 
1596-1603. Retrieved from 
https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S0191886908000032 
Chamorro-Premuzic, T., Furnham, Adrian. (2014). Personality and Intellectual Competence: Taylor and 
Francis. 
Chamorro-Premuzic, T., Quiroga, M. A., & Colom, R. (2009). Intellectual competence and 
academic performance: A Spanish study. Learning and Individual Differences, 19(4), 486-491. 
Retrieved from https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S1041608009000417 
Chamorro‐Premuzic, T., & Furnham, A. (2003). Personality traits and academic examination 
performance. European Journal of Personality, 17(3), 237-250. doi:10.1002/per.473 
Chemers, M. M., Hu, L., & Garcia, B. (2001). Academic self-efficacy and first-year college 
student performance and adjustment. J. Educ. Psychol., 93(1), 55-64.  
Choi, N. (2005). Self‐efficacy and self‐concept as predictors of college students' academic 
performance. Psychology in the Schools, 42(2), 197-205. doi:10.1002/pits.20048 
Chowdhury, M., & Amin, M. (2006). PERSONALITY AND STUDENTS' ACADEMIC 
ACHIEVEMENT: INTERACTIVE EFFECTS OF CONSCIENTIOUSNESS AND 
AGREEABLENESS ON STUDENTS' PERFORMANCE IN PRINCIPLES OF 
SOCIAL SUPPORT, SELF-EFFICACY AND ACADEMIC PERFORMANCE 36 
ECONOMICS. Social Behavior and Personality, 34(4), 381-388. 
doi:10.2224/sbp.2006.34.4.381 
Ciorbea, I., & Pasarica, F. (2013). The Study of the Relationship between Personality and 
Academic Performance. Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences, 78, 400-404. 
doi:https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2013.04.319 
Cucina, J. M., & Vasilopoulos, N. L. (2005). Nonlinear Personality–Performance Relationships 
and the Spurious Moderating Effects of Traitedness. Journal of Personality, 73(1), 227-260. 
doi:10.1111/j.1467-6494.2004.00309.x 
Dandagal, S. N. Y., M. C. (2017). A Study of Intelligence in Relation to Academic Achievement 
of Secondary School Students. International Journal of Advanced Research in Education & 
Technology, 4(3), 64-67.  
Dayioğlu, M., & Türüt-Aşik, S. (2007). Gender differences in academic performance in a large 
public university in Turkey. Higher Education, 53(2), 255-277. Retrieved from 
http://link.springer.com/10.1007/s10734-005-2464-6 
De Feyter, T., Caers, R., Vigna, C., & Berings, D. (2012). Unraveling the impact of the Big Five 
personality traits on academic performance: The moderating and mediating effects of 
self-efficacy and academic motivation. Learning and Individual Differences, 22(4), 439. 
doi:10.1016/j.lindif.2012.03.013 
de Fruyt, F., & Mervielde, I. (1996). Personality and interests as predictors of educational 
streaming and achievement. European Journal of Personality, 10(5), 405-425. 
doi:10.1002/(sici)1099-0984(199612)10:5<405::Aid-per255>3.0.Co;2-m 
DeBerard, M. S., Spielmans, G. I., & Julka, D. L. (2004). Predictors of academic achievement 
and retention among college freshmen: a longitudinal study. College Student Journal, 38(1), 
66.  
Deyoung, C. G. (2011). Intelligence and Personality: Cambridge University Press. 
SOCIAL SUPPORT, SELF-EFFICACY AND ACADEMIC PERFORMANCE 37 
Di Giunta, L., Alessandri, G., Gerbino, M., Luengo Kanacri, P., Zuffiano, A., & Caprara, G. V. 
(2013). The determinants of scholastic achievement: The contribution of personality 
traits, self-esteem, and academic self-efficacy. Learning and Individual Differences, 27(C), 102-
108. doi:10.1016/j.lindif.2013.07.006 
Furnham, A., Moutafi, J., & Chamorro‐Premuzic, T. (2005). Personality and Intelligence: 
Gender, the Big Five, Self‐Estimated and Psychometric Intelligence. International Journal of 
Selection and Assessment, 13(1), 11-24. doi:10.1111/j.0965-075X.2005.00296.x 
Gray, E. K., & Watson, D. (2002). General and Specific Traits of Personality and Their Relation 
to Sleep and Academic Performance. Journal of Personality, 70(2), 177-206. 
doi:10.1111/1467-6494.05002 
Hakimi, S., Hejazi, E., & Lavasani, M. G. (2011). The Relationships Between Personality Traits 
and Students’ Academic Achievement. Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences, 29, 836-845. 
doi:10.1016/j.sbspro.2011.11.312 
Halpern, D. (1997). Sex differences in intelligence - Implications for education. Am. Psychol., 
52(10), 1091-1102. doi:10.1037/0003-066X.52.10.1091 
Halpern, D., & LaMay, M. (2000). The Smarter Sex: A Critical Review of Sex Differences in 
Intelligence. Educational Psychology Review, 12(2), 229-246. doi:10.1023/A:1009027516424 
Halpern, D. F., Benbow, C. P., Geary, D. C., Gur, R. C., Hyde, J. S., & Gernsbacher, M. A. 
(2007). The Science of Sex Differences in Science and Mathematics. Psychological Science in 
the Public Interest, 8(1), 1-51. doi:10.1111/j.1529-1006.2007.00032.x 
Huang, C. (2013). Gender differences in academic self-efficacy: a meta-analysis. A Journal of 
Education and Development, 28(1), 1-35. doi:10.1007/s10212-011-0097-y 
Hyde, J., & Kling, K. (2003). Women, Motivation, and Achievement. Psychology of Women 
Quarterly, 25, 364-378. doi:10.1111/1471-6402.00035 
SOCIAL SUPPORT, SELF-EFFICACY AND ACADEMIC PERFORMANCE 38 
Jansen, E. P. W. A., & van der Meer, J. (2012). Ready for university? A cross-national study of 
students’ perceived preparedness for university. The Australian Educational Researcher, 
39(1), 1-16. Retrieved from http://link.springer.com/10.1007/s13384-011-0044-6 
Kim, M. M., Rhoades, G., & Woodard, J., Dudley B. (2003). Sponsored Research Versus 
Graduating Students? Intervening Variables and Unanticipated Findings in Public 
Research Universities. Research in Higher Education, 44(1), 51-81. Retrieved from 
http://link.springer.com/10.1023/A:1021365528640 
Kuncel, N. R., Hezlett, S. A., & Ones, D. S. (2004). Academic Performance, Career Potential, 
Creativity, and Job Performance: Can One Construct Predict Them All? Journal of 
Personality and Social Psychology, 86(1), 148-161. doi:10.1037/0022-3514.86.1.148 
Lee, S., & Klein, H. J. (2002). Relationships Between Conscientiousness, Self-Efficacy, Self-
Deception, and Learning Over Time. Journal of Applied Psychology, 87(6), 1175-1182. 
doi:10.1037/0021-9010.87.6.1175 
Levy, S., & Murray, J. (2005). Tertiary Entrance Scores Need Not Determine Academic Success: 
An analysis of student performance in an equity and access program. Journal of Higher 
Education Policy and Management, 27(1), 129-141. Retrieved from 
http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/13600800500046529 
Li, J., Han, X., Wang, W., Sun, G., & Cheng, Z. (2018). How social support influences university 
students' academic achievement and emotional exhaustion: The mediating role of self-
esteem. Learning and Individual Differences, 61, 120-126. Retrieved from 
https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S1041608017302133 
Locke, E. A., Frederick, E., Lee, C., & Bobko, P. (1984). Effect of self-efficacy, goals, and task 
strategies on task performance. Journal of Applied Psychology, 69(2), 241-251. Retrieved 
from http://content.apa.org/journals/apl/69/2/241 
SOCIAL SUPPORT, SELF-EFFICACY AND ACADEMIC PERFORMANCE 39 
López, E. J., Ehly, S., & García‐Vásquez, E. (2002). Acculturation, social support and academic 
achievement of Mexican and Mexican American high school students: An exploratory 
study. Psychology in the Schools, 39(3), 245-257. doi:10.1002/pits.10009 
Lu, L. (1997). Social Support, Reciprocity, and Weil-Being. The Journal of Social Psychology, 137(5), 
618-628. doi:10.1080/00224549709595483 
Lynn, R., & Irwing, P. (2004). Sex differences on the progressive matrices: A meta-analysis. 
Intelligence, 32(5), 481-498. doi:10.1016/j.intell.2004.06.008 
Malecki, C. K., & Demaray, M. K. (2006). Social support as a buffer in the relationship between 
socioeconomic status and academic performance. School Psychology Quarterly, 21(4), 375-
395. Retrieved from http://doi.apa.org/getdoi.cfm?doi=10.1037/h0084129 
Matud, M. a. P., Ibáñez, I., Bethencourt, J. M., Marrero, R., & Carballeira, M. (2003). Structural 
gender differences in perceived social support. Personality and Individual Differences, 35(8), 
1919-1929. doi:10.1016/S0191-8869(03)00041-2 
McKenzie, K., & Schweitzer, R. (2001). Who Succeeds at University? Factors predicting 
academic performance in first year Australian university students. Higher Education 
Research & Development, 20(1), 21-33. Retrieved from 
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/07924360120043621 
Multon, K. D., Brown, S. D., & Lent, R. W. (1991). Relation of self-efficacy beliefs to academic 
outcomes: A meta-analytic investigation. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 38(1), 30-38. 
Retrieved from http://doi.apa.org/getdoi.cfm?doi=10.1037/0022-0167.38.1.30 
O’connell, M. (2018, 21/3/2019). ATARS losing relevance for university admissions but 
students are still hooked. Retrieved from https://www.abc.net.au/news/2018-03-
21/university-admissions-atar-is-outdated/9567862 
O’connor, M. C., & Paunonen, S. V. (2007). Big Five personality predictors of post-secondary 
academic performance. Personality and Individual Differences, 43(5), 971-990. 
doi:10.1016/j.paid.2007.03.017 
SOCIAL SUPPORT, SELF-EFFICACY AND ACADEMIC PERFORMANCE 40 
Paunonen, S. V. (1998). Hierarchical Organization of Personality and Prediction of Behavior. 
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 74(2), 538-556. doi:10.1037/0022-3514.74.2.538 
Peel, M. (2000). 'Nobody cares': the challenge of isolation in school to university transition (Vol. 9). 
Pollet, T. V., Roberts, S. G. B., & Dunbar, R. I. M. (2011). Extraverts have larger social network 
layers: But do not feel emotionally closer to individuals at any layer. Journal of Individual 
Differences, 32(3), 161-169. doi:10.1027/1614-0001/a000048 
Pomerantz, E. M., Altermatt, E. R., & Saxon, J. L. (2002). Making the grade but feeling 
distressed: Gender differences in academic performance and internal distress. Journal of 
Educational Psychology, 94(2), 396-404. Retrieved from 
http://doi.apa.org/getdoi.cfm?doi=10.1037/0022-0663.94.2.396 
Rohde, T. E., & Thompson, L. A. (2007). Predicting academic achievement with cognitive 
ability. Intelligence, 35(1), 83-92. Retrieved from 
https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S0160289606000535 
Rosander, P., Backstrom, M., & Stenberg, G. (2011). Personality traits and general intelligence as 
predictors of academic performance: A structural equation modelling approach. Learning 
and Individual Differences, 21(5), 590. doi:10.1016/j.lindif.2011.04.004 
Rueger, S. Y., Malecki, C. K., Pyun, Y., Aycock, C., & Coyle, S. (2016). A meta-analytic review of 
the association between perceived social support and depression in childhood and 
adolescence. Psychological Bulletin, 142(10), 1017-1067. Retrieved from 
http://doi.apa.org/getdoi.cfm?doi=10.1037/bul0000058 
Sarason, B. R., Pierce, G. R., & Sarason, I. G. (1990). Social support: The sense of acceptance 
and the role of relationships. In Social support: An interactional view. (pp. 97-128). Oxford, 
England: John Wiley & Sons. 
Sarason, I. G. (1980). Test anxiety : theory, research, and applications. Hillsdale, N.J: L. Erlbaum 
Associates. 
SOCIAL SUPPORT, SELF-EFFICACY AND ACADEMIC PERFORMANCE 41 
Sarason, I. G., Sarason, B. R., Shearin, E. N., & Pierce, G. R. (1987). A Brief Measure of Social 
Support: Practical and Theoretical Implications. Journal of Social and Personal Relationships, 
4(4), 497-510. doi:10.1177/0265407587044007 
Schulze, & Roberts, R. (2006). Assessing the Big-Five: Development and validation of the 
Openness Conscientiousness Extraversion Agreeableness Neuroticism Index Condensed 
(OCEANIC). Zeitschrift für Psychologie, 214, 133-149.  
Selfhout, M., Burk, W., Branje, S., Denissen, J., van Aken, M., & Meeus, W. (2010). Emerging 
Late Adolescent Friendship Networks and Big Five Personality Traits: A Social Network 
Approach. Journal of Personality, 78(2), 509-538. Retrieved from 
http://doi.wiley.com/10.1111/j.1467-6494.2010.00625.x 
Siddiq, F., & Scherer, R. (2019). Is there a gender gap? A meta-analysis of the gender differences 
in students' ICT literacy. Educational Research Review, 27, 205-217. 
doi:https://doi.org/10.1016/j.edurev.2019.03.007 
Sladek, R. M., Bond, M. J., Frost, L. K., & Prior, K. N. (2016). Predicting success in medical 
school: a longitudinal study of common Australian student selection tools. BMC Medical 
Education, 16(1), 187. Retrieved from 
http://bmcmededuc.biomedcentral.com/articles/10.1186/s12909-016-0692-3 
Song, J., Bong, M., Lee, K., & Kim, S.-i. (2015). Longitudinal investigation into the role of 
perceived social support in adolescents’ academic motivation and achievement. Journal of 
Educational Psychology, 107(3), 821-841. Retrieved from 
http://doi.apa.org/getdoi.cfm?doi=10.1037/edu0000016 
Song, L. J., Huang, G.-h., Peng, K. Z., Law, K. S., Wong, C.-S., & Chen, Z. (2010). The 
differential effects of general mental ability and emotional intelligence on academic 
performance and social interactions. Intelligence, 38(1), 137-143. Retrieved from 
https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S0160289609001214 
SOCIAL SUPPORT, SELF-EFFICACY AND ACADEMIC PERFORMANCE 42 
Srikanth, S., Petrie, T. A., Greenleaf, C., & Martin, S. B. (2015). The Relationship of Physical 
Fitness, Self-Beliefs, and Social Support to the Academic Performance of Middle School 
Boys and Girls. The Journal of Early Adolescence, 35(3), 353-377. Retrieved from 
http://journals.sagepub.com/doi/10.1177/0272431614530807 
Stallman, H. M. (2010). Psychological distress in university students: A comparison with general 
population data. Australian Psychologist, 45(4), 249-257. Retrieved from 
http://doi.wiley.com/10.1080/00050067.2010.482109 
Stokes, J. P. (1985). The Relation of Social Network and Individual Difference Variables to 
Loneliness. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 48(4), 981-990. doi:10.1037/0022-
3514.48.4.981 
Strobel, A., Behnke, A., Gärtner, A., & Strobel, A. (2019). The interplay of intelligence and need 
for cognition in predicting school grades: A retrospective study. Personality and Individual 
Differences, 144, 147-152. doi:10.1016/j.paid.2019.02.041 
Swickert, R. J., Rosentreter, C. J., Hittner, J. B., & Mushrush, J. E. (2002). Extraversion, social 
support processes, and stress. Personality and Individual Differences, 32(5), 877-891. 
doi:10.1016/S0191-8869(01)00093-9 
Tchen, G., Carter, A., Gibbons, P., & McLaughlin, P. (2001). What is the relationship between 
indicators of stress and academic performance in first year university students? A 
prospective study. 40.  
Thoms, P., Moore, K. S., & Scott, K. S. (1996). The relationship between self‐efficacy for 
participating in self‐managed work groups and the big five personality dimensions. 
Journal of Organizational Behavior, 17(4), 349-362. doi:10.1002/(SICI)1099-
1379(199607)17:4<349::AID-JOB756>3.0.CO 2-3 
Tinto, V. (2000). Learning Better Together: The Impact of Learning Communities on Student Success (Vol. 
9). 
SOCIAL SUPPORT, SELF-EFFICACY AND ACADEMIC PERFORMANCE 43 
Torres, J. B., & Solberg, V. S. (2001). Role of Self-Efficacy, Stress, Social Integration, and Family 
Support in Latino College Student Persistence and Health. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 
59(1), 53-63. doi:10.1006/jvbe.2000.1785 
Wainer, H., & Steinberg, L. (1992). Sex Differences in Performance on the Mathematics Section 
of the Scholastic Aptitude Test: A Bidirectional Validity Study. Harvard Educational Review, 
62(3), 323-337. doi:10.17763/haer.62.3.1p1555011301r133 
Weisberg, Y., DeYoung, C., & Hirsh, J. (2011). Gender Differences in Personality across the Ten 
Aspects of the Big Five. Frontiers in Psychology, 2(178). doi:10.3389/fpsyg.2011.00178 
Yang, H.-J. (2004). Factors Affecting Student Burnout and Academic Achievement in Multiple 
Enrollment Programs in Taiwan's Technical-Vocational Colleges. International Journal of 
Educational Development, 24(3), 283-301. doi:10.1016/j.ijedudev.2003.12.001 
Young, J. W., & Fisler, J. L. (2000). Sex Differences on the SAT: An Analysis of Demographic 
and Educational Variables. Research in Higher Education, 41(3), 401-416. Retrieved from 
http://link.springer.com/10.1023/A:1007099012828 
Yusoff, Y. M. (2012). Self-Efficacy, Perceived Social Support, and Psychological Adjustment in 
International Undergraduate Students in a Public Higher Education Institution in 
Malaysia. Journal of Studies in International Education, 16(4), 353-371. 
doi:10.1177/1028315311408914 
Zeidner, M., & Matthews, G. (2000). Intelligence and personality. In Handbook of intelligence. (pp. 
581-610). New York, NY, US: Cambridge University Press. 
Zellars, K., & Perrewe, P. (2001). Affective personality and the content of emotional social 
support: Coping in organizations. J. Appl. Psychol., 86(3), 459-467.  
 
 
 
 
